Introduction
Over the past several years, a great deal o£ attention in applied linguistics research has been directed toward factors believed to play a role in successful second language acquisition. A•ong the £actors which have been subJect to investigation, fro• age to aptitude to acculturation, none has had a greater i•pact on second language research than that o£ input to the learner.
Research on input conditions has broadened the hori%ona o£ second language research fro• an interest in interlanguage production as a •ani£estation o£ processes taking place within the learner to a concern £or the learner;s linguistic environ•ent and its role in facilitating these processes.
The pri•ary •otivation £or input research has been the belie£ that availability o£ the target language in the learner;& linguistic environ•ent is not in itself a sufficient condition £or second language acquiai tion. What aee•s essential is not •erely that target language input be present, but also that the learner understand it. As Corder <1967) originally pointed out, end has been underlined by Kreshen's Input Hypothesis <1980), spoken input aust be coaprehended if it is to assist the acquisition process.
Guided by this theoretical perspective, auch current second language research has focused on identifying whet aekes input coaprehensible to the learner (see, e.g., IHau 1980 , Chaudron 1983 , 1985 , Johnson 1981 , Kreahen 1980 , 1982 , Long 1985 . The research to be reported below represents a further effort in this area. This is the pilot study of a larger proJect on second language coaprehension under two conditions, both of which have been shown eapiricelly to be widely available in the learner's linguistic environaent.
Two Input Conditions Available to L2 Learners
The first condition is characterized by the availability of saaplea of target input which have been aodified ~ priori toward greeter seaantic redundancy end transparency end leas coaplex syntax.
This has been established in studies which have collected actual and intuitive date on speech addressed to non-native speakers <See reviews Cheudron 1983 , 1985 , Johnson 1981 , and Long 1985 .
In the present research, it was asauaed thet there would be confiraation of this result eaong those NNSs who heerd linguistically aodified input. It was also predicted, however, that the other NNS subJects--those who heerd unaodified input but who were given opportunities to interact with the native speaker--would achieve even Thus, coaprehenaion o£ L2 input is claimed to be a necessary condition for successful second language acquisition, but interaction, or aa Long baa stated aore specifically, interactional aodification, ia believed to be the key factor leading to input coaprehensibility.
It was therefore predicted that, in theaaelves, interactional modifications would give rise to whatever input aodifications were necessary £or the NNSa in the study to understand their interlocutors.
For exaaple, when in the course of the interaction the NNSs sought con£iraation or clarification o£ un£aailiar input, or responded to the NS's checks on input coaprehensibility, it was believed that the NS would respond by repeating, reducing, or expanding this linguistic
Material until the NNS could understand it. As deMonstrated by the research data in Figure 2 , NNSs' requests £or clarification and confiraation of native input and NNSs' responses to the NS interlocutor's checks on coaprehenaibility bring about restructuring o£ interaction and adJUstaent o£ input until understanding is achieved.
The present study has sought to aeaaure the e££ecta o£ such restructuring of interaction on coMprehension. In this respect, it is the first study which has attempted to quantify these kinds of data in order to deaonstrate eapirically that interactional aodification leads to input comprehension.
Research Design: Methods and Procedures
In this study, input coaprehension was aeasured by the perforaance of nine adult English language learners when following the directions to an asseably task.
The asseably task required subJects to position 15 itells, given one at a time, in designated places on a saall background board, illustrated with an outdoor scene. Individual iteas to be placed 
SubJects
The nine NNS subJects in this study, ell odults, represented a voriety of native language bockgrounds, including French, Sponish, Portuguese, Chinese, Japanese, and Korean. All were enrolled in preacadeaic, low-interaediate ESL classes. They were assigned rando11ly to one of the experiaental conditions.
Data Collection
Using the two versions of the task directions, data were collected 
Hypotheses
In atteapting to answer the research question, "Do interactional aodificationa aake input coaprehensible?", two hypotheses were foraed.
Baaed on current claias froa SLA theory and on observational evidence froa inforaal review of NS-NNS conversations, it was predicted that:
<l>Triggered by interactional aodifications, the saae kinds of linguistic adJustaents that were put into the pre-aodi£ied input in Overall, then, input aodified through interaction was, as predicted, aore plentiful and aore redundant than the pre-aodi£ied input. However, contrary to the original prediction, interaction led to aore coaplex input.
Hypothesis 2
The second hypothesis was also supported by results of the present study. As shown in Table 2 , overall scores, based on accuracy of selection and placeaent o£ task iteaa £or the 15 directions, indicated that subJects fro• the interactive group showed greeter coaprehension than the group given no opportunities for interaction. This result was statistically significant for the selection portion of the task. Keen scores were also higher for the interactive group on the placeaent portion of the task; however, one of the subJects in this condition, SubJect 12, perforaed poorly on placeaent <although coaparably on selection> coapared with the rest of his group. This caused so auch -135 -variation in the findings on the place•ent part of the task that even though the interactive group perforaed about 18 percent better than their non-interactive counterparts, this result did not reach statistical significance. <1>. However, on Directions 3, 6, 13, and 14, the Condition <1> aub]ecta displayed the aaae aaount of coaprehenaion aa aubJecta in Condition (2) or actually bad higher acorea. Thia inforaation is indicated in Table 3 . Table 3 Differences Between Condition 2 and Condition 1 Groups' Mean Scores
On Each Direction in the Aaaeably Teak <•> Directions 10 and 12 have negative coefficients of diacriaination and thus should not be relied upon to give accurate inforaation regarding differences of coaprehension between the two groups.
coaparison was aade of linguistic aodifications in these directions in order to deter•ine which input features aodi£ied through interaction contributed aost to comprehension. As shown in Table 4 , on those directions where interaction produced the greatest difference in coMprehension between sub)ects in the two conditions, there was also a large and significant difference in the quantity o£ input which the two groups received <87.94 words per direction for Condition <2> vs. 34.75
£or Condition (1)). However, this difference was not so large on those directions where interaction did not aake a difference in coaprehension (53.06 words per direction £or Condition <2> and 31.00 for Condition C1>>.
Sbilarly, with regard to the redundancy in the input which the subJects received, there was a significant difference between the two groups, i.e., on those directions in which interaction brought about an increase in comprehension, there was also a significant increase in the mean nuaber o£ repetitions per direction. Condition <2> subJects heard an average o£ 13.38 repeated words per direction while Condition <1> sub)ects heard 4.25, a difference o£ 9.13 repetitions per direction.
This differential was not as large on those directions for which interaction did not have a positive effect. Here, there wes only a difference o£ 3.81 repetitions per direction between the two groups.
Unlike the great differences in quantity and redundancy o£ input which were found between the two groups on those directions with a high position effect for interaction, ainiaal differences were seen in the coaplexity of the input which both groups received on directions with there were also significantly aore •odifications of interactional structure. As indicated in Table 4 , there were an average of 5.00 NS-NNS interactional aodifications on those directions which showed the greatest positive effect for coaprehension vs. 3. 25 on those directions on which interaction did not have as high an e:f:fect on coaprehension. Table 4 Featurea o:f NS Input Modified Through Interaction Additional data ere currently being gathered to generate 11ore support £or these first attempts at demonstrating e~pirica!ly t~at ir.~erac~icr.
£ac111tetes input comprehenoion and to determine the effects c! specific input end interactional featur~s on this process. It is hoped that these £indings will contribute to second language acquia!ticn theory end provide e framework for the developDent o! le~rning aeter~ala end instructional techniques. 2. This figure is slightly lowe:: than that o£ the pre-teat <.83> due to the £eet thetthere were :fewer items on this version. Subjects S3, S5, SB, and S12 performed the task under Condition 2 (-Premodified input,+ Interaction). These subjects are indicated with a (+) sign in the figure.
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